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1 . Claims 1 -1 9 are presented for examination. 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 17-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Helenius (4,395,758) in view of George Hoff (3,631 ,405) in view of Parkin 
(4,073,005) . 

3. As to claims 17,19, newly found art, Parkin, is used to show the teaching of the 
efficient execution of the given process. Helenius taught system that executes a 
specific process more frequently than other processes among a variety of processes 
said information-processing device comprising: 

a) corresponding to the variety of processes, Col. 2, lines 30-45 show a central 
a first processor configured to execute an entire instruction set processor or first 
processor for processing a number of instructions (an entire instruction set). 

b) a second processor configured to execute a portion or entirety of the same instruction 
set that the first processor executes, said second processor being capable of executing 
a part of said instruction set corresponding to the specific process more efficiently than 
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said first processor', This section also shows that a special processor processes certain 
of those instructions (a portion of the same instruction set). This processor is the floating 
point accelerator mentioned in col. 12, lines 19-23 and column 13, lines 17-19 that 
processes these 'special instructions (floating point instructions) more efficiently, 
especially when extensive floating point instructions are used (the more frequently 
executed specific process as opposed to the other instructions), 
c) wherein said second processor executes the specific process whereas said first 
processor executes the other processes (see the floating point process cited in d)). 

4. As to claim 18, see the processor which was the floating point accelerator 
mentioned in col. 12, lines 19-23 and column 13, lines 17-19 that processes these 
special instructions (floating point instructions). 

5. Helenius did not specifically disclose the execution of independent and separate 
processes by first and second processors as claimed. However, Hoff disclosed separate 
and independent processes executed by a first processor and sound processor (see 
program processed by pi and program processed by p2 in fig.1 ) . It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to use Hoff in Helenius for including the 
separate and independent processing as claimed because the use of Hoff could provide 
Helenius the ability to execute instructions by multiple processors at a predetermined 
time, and providing the processing bandwidth, and because Helenius disclosed the 
execution of repeated instructions which required significant periods of time (col.2, lines 
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24-30), which was a suggestion of the need of providing multiple processors to process 
instructions independently in order to reduce the extra cycle caused by the repeated 
instructions, and for the above reasons, provided a motivation. 
6. Neither Helenius nor George Hoff specifically show the second processor 
passed a given process ( or the instruction) to the first processor when the instruction 
cannot be efficiently executed by the second processor in the given process as 
claimed. However, Parkin disclosed a system for allocating a process to a plurality of 
processors which had the capability to execute the process most efficiently (see col .2, 
lines 58-65, see the plurality of processors in col. 3, lines 35-55 ). From the above 
teaching, it can be seen that Parkin was able to assign a processor which could 
execute a given process (task) most efficiently , and therefore, more efficiently than 
other processors. Since the processor could execute the process (task) most efficiently, 
the other processor(s) (second processor) could not execute the process more 
efficiently than the assigned processor (first processor) . It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art to use Parkin in Helenius for passing a given process to 
a first processor when the instruction cannot be efficiently executed by the second 
processor as claimed because the use of Parkin could provide Helenius the ability to 
relieve and switch the workload of a processor to another processor which was able to 
process the task more efficiently, and minimizing the idle cycle of the second 
processor, and therefore, increasing the efficiency of the overall cycle time, and 
because Helenius did disclose the execution of floating point instructions which had 
the more frequently executed specific process as opposed to the other instructions , as 
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would have been recognized by one or ordinary skill in the art, and therefore, the 
suggestion of passing the process (e.g. task, instruction, etc) to more efficient 
processor , and in doing so, provided a motivation. 

7. Claims 1 ,9 are allowable over the art of record for reciting the detailed 
combined features of, for example, first processor having single program counter, the 
second processor having plurality of counters for executing processes simultaneously, 
and the series of instructions by the first processor separate and independent from the 
series of instructions executed by the second processor. Helenius showed processors 
corresponding to the variety of processes (Col. 2, lines 30-45) . Hoff disclosed separate 
and independent processes (see program processed by p1 and program processed by 
p2 in fig.1 ). However, neither Helenius nor Hoff disclosed the first processor including 
a single program counter and the second processor including plurality of program 
counters, nor the combined features as set forth in clams 1 and 9. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Dan Pan whose telephone number is 703 305 9696, or 
the new number 571 272 4172. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F from 
8:30 AM to 4:00 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Chan, can be reached on 703 305 9712, or the new number 571 272 4162. 
The fax phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is 
assigned is 703 306 5404. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Infornnation Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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